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Each member ln a family has her/his own sense of 
identity which is influenced by her/his sense of belonging 
to or being separate from that specific family <Mlnuchin, 
1974>. The family is the laboratory in which one~s sense of 
belongingness and separateness are mixed and dispensed and 
form the matrix of an identity <Minuchin, 1974>. 
Parents are often unaware of how much they serve as 
models for their children. Awareness of the importance of 
their roles as models for their children is often restricted 
to individual roles such as the roles of woman, man, wife, 
husband, mother, father <Lewis, 1979>. However, children 
observe their parents interacting, relating, arguing, 
teasing, comforting, and expreselng feelings. These and 
other exchanges between the parents are likely to influence 
the developing children. Life in the family of origin is a 
constant process of interactions between members of the 
whole family: mother-father, parent-child, child-child, and 
family member-friend. Patterns of interaction are developed 
and they tend to persist throughout the life cycle of the 
1 
family <Lewis, 1979). 
Patterns of family interaction fall somewhere along the 
continuum between fusion or enmeshment and disengagement 
<Goldenberg & Goldenberg, 1980). Fused families have a 
strong sense of "we-ness" with family members being overly 
concerned and overly involved in each other's lives. 
Enmeshed families have no clear boundaries. Boundaries of a 
subsystem are the rules defining who participates, and how 
they will participate. The term enmeshed/fused is used to 
describe a person's embeddedness in, or undifferentiation 
within, the relational context <Karpel, 1976). On the other 
hand, persons from disengaged families operate by 
over-emphasizing the 11 I -ness" and are more separate, with 
little family loyalty. In optimally functioning families 
there are clear boundaries between people, giving each 
family member a sense of "!-ness" along with an ingroup 
sense of "we" or "us" <Goldenberg & Goldenberg, 1980). This 
means that each individual In a family retains their own 
identity ang has a sense of belongingness to their family. 
The boundaries in a high functioning family are clear and 
well defined <Minuchin, 1979). 
Berman and Lief <1975) identify intimacy or a sense of 
togetherness/belongingness as a critical interpersonal 
variable in describing marital relationships. Erikson 
(1950) states that the intimacy stage occurs in young 
adults. The virtue <a human quality that is the outgrowth 
of successful resolution of conflicts) of love comes into 
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being du~lng the intimacy stage of development. The 
perception of her or hls pa~ents~ level of intimacy thought 
to influence a pe~son~s own lnte~pe~sonal ~elatlonships 
(Wa~ing, 1984>. Rubin (1983> says that people hunge~ for 
intimacy. Waring, McElrath, Lefcoe, & Weisz (1981) state 
that intimacy is the interpersonal dimension which most 
determines marital adjustment. Furthe~more, Waring et al. 
(1980) and Olson & Schaefer (1977> say that the concept of 
intimacy has been variously defined as a p~ocess, a state, 
or a trait. 
It appears that the modal family arrangement in 
contempora~y American society is the modified extended 
family (Cohler, 1983). Goldfarb (1965, 1969> stated that 
the mother-child tie during infancy and early childhood is 
prototypic of personal relationships ac~oss the course of 
life and that psychological autonomy rather than 
interdependence is the optimal mode of adjustment among 
adults. The development of attachment, and of the child~s 
tie to the mother, has been approached from several 
perspectives including learning theory, ethnology, and 
psychoanalysis. The ethnological app~oach assumes that the 
child~s attachment to the caretaker becomes increasingly 
organized across the first year of life. This approach is 
consistent with more recent life-course formulations which 
maintain that the sense of well-being resulting from a 
specific tie to the mother represents the prototype of 
attachment across the course of life (Antonucci, 1976; 
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Lerner & Ryff, 1978; Troll, 1980). With the toddler/a 
increased locomotion, the child begins to build autonomy 
<Cohler, 1983). The problem with both the attachment and 
separation-individuation formulations ls that they cannot 
account for the degree of interdependence which is 
characteristic of the multigeneraltional family unit and 
which, at least through middle age, is of such importance in 
fostering positive adJustment among adults <Bowen, 1978). 
Personal autonomy and identity cannot be understood apart 
from the family as a whole <Handel, 1967). Erikson <1963> 
suggests that autonomy takes place in the second stage of 
life when the child learns what is expected, what its 
obi igations and privileges are and what llmi tations are 
placed upon it. Adults should encourage the child to 
experience situations that require the autonomy of free 
choice. Freedom of self-expression and lovingness, a good 
sense of self (good feelings and pride) promote a sense of 
autonomy. However, a sense of loss of self-control can 
cause a lasting feeling of shame and doubt <Erikson, 1963>. 
Furthermore, autonomy is seen as a characteristic of 
healthier families. As children mature and grow in the 
context of a healthy family, so does their autonomy. 
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The life cycle concept in simplest terms encapsulates 
the idea that all individuals go through a series of periods 
or stages during life with each period having characteristic 
patterns. Erikson <1980) put forth his epigenetic <human 
growth unfold in stages in a sequence) concept and 
delineated eight psychological stages from infancy to old 
age. Erikson (1963) states that intimacy develops in young 
adulthood <in the early twenties>. This ls Erikson/s slxth 
stage, whlch follows the formation of a personal identity. 
Williamson <1981> states that it is necessary to terminate 
the hierarchical boundary between the first and second 
generations in order to complete the task of leaving the 
parental home, which he says takes place in an individual/s 
the fourth decade of life. Wllliamson/s notion of 
hierarchical boundary refers to the order of persons by age 
in a family, such as grandparents, parents and self. This 
is also what Williamson refers to as the transgeneratlonal 
family system or three generational family system. 
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Several instruments have been developed to measure 
Intimacy, autonomy, and enmeshment/fusion In such areas as 
family of origin and spousal relationships. The instruments 
have been designed to assist a therapist in gaining more 
insight Into the particular cllent/s past <family of origin) 
or present <spousal relationship). There are currently two 
that are noteworthy: the Family-of-Origin Scale developed 
by Hovestadt, Anderson, Piercy, Cochran, & Fine <1983) that 
assists persons in becoming more conscious of their own 
perception of the level of health of the family in which 
they spent most of their childhood, and the Personal 
Authority in the Family System Questionnaire <Bray, 
Williamson & Malone, 1984) which assessee important 
relationships in the three-gene~ational family system. The 
issues that these two lnst~uments add~ess a~e commonly 
discussed ln ma~ital and family the~apy. Th~ough the use of 
these inst~uments, individuals may become mo~e awa~e of 
thei~ ~oles in thei~ family of origin and their related 
ability to fo~m an intimate ~elatlonship wlth a spouse. 
These inst~uments allow the pe~son to recognize how they 
developed th~ough the influence of their parents, and to 
consider whether to alter former patterns that existed in 
their family-of-origin so that they can form a more intimate 
relationship with a spouse. In an attempt to focus on these 
issues concerning fusion, intimacy, and autonomy, this study 
will examines the relationships between these elements, as 
well as the co~relatlon between the two noteworthy 
instruments in this a~ea of inquiry. 
Definition of Te~ms 
1. Fusion: Extreme fo~m of proximity and intensity in 
family interactions in which members are overconcerned and 
overinvolved in each other's lives and the boundaries of the 
subsystems are blurred <weak and easily c~ossed>. 
2. Spousal Fusion: Degree to which a person operates in a 
fused manner in relationship with a spouse <Bray, Williamson 
& Malone, 1984>. In other words, the lack of clarity in 
boundaries between spouses. 
3. Intimacy: Dimension of voluntary close, affectionate 
bonds among people who are autonomous and diffe~entiated 
6 
from their family of origin and maintain their own separate 
identity. A person who has successfully resolved intimacy·· 
issues can communicate with others and express feelings. 
4. Intimacy <adopted by the authors of the FOS>: Intimacy 
ls developed by encouraging the expression of feelings, 
creating a warm atmosphere in the home, dealing with 
con£ I lets wl thout undue ·stress, promot lng empathy among 
family members and building a sense of trust <Hovestadt, 
1985). 
5. Intergenerational Intimacy: The degree of intimacy and 
satisfaction with parents <Bray et al., 1984). Williamson 
<1981) states that intimacy occurs in the family of origin 
when the relationship is freely chosen and there ls a 
closeness with distinct personal boundaries. 
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6. Autonomy: Based upon an individual's sense of 
separateness from others, along with the capacity to 
function independently. In addition, the person can express 
their own feelings and thoughts separately from others and 
initiate activities rather than only respond to the behavior 
of others. 
7. Autonomy <adopted by the authors of the FOS>: An 
emphasis on clarity of expression, personal responsibility, 
respect for other family members and openness to others in 
the family and by dealing openly with separation and loss 
within the family <Hovestadt, A., Anderson,, W., Piercy, F., 
Cochran, D. & Fine, M., 1985). 
Statement of the Problem 
Based on the literature to date there appears to be an 
absence of research ln the area of family of origin as 
related to spousal relationships, and little is known of the 
correlation between specific scales on specified 
instruments. The purpose of this study was to examine the 
degree to which age and levels of autonomy and intimacy 
within the family of origin affect level of fusion in 
spousal relationships. Specifically, the two questions 
addressed in this study were: 1. Do age, levels of autonomy 
and intimacy in the family of origin predict spousal fusion? 
2. Do the Intimacy and Autonomy subscales of the 
Family-of-Origin Scale correlate the Spousal 
Fusion/Individuation and Intergenerational Intimacy 
subscales on the Personal Authority in the Family System 
Questionnaire? 
Significance of the Study 
Horowitz <1979) has documented that problems with 
intimacy constitute the largest single cluster of problem 
behaviors for which outpatients seek psychotherapy. 
Individuals from fused families of origin are among the 
group of people seeking therapy <Fisher & Sprenkle, 1978>. 
Fusion seen in adult couples is described as two minimally 
8 
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individuated pe~sons fo~mlng a close ~elationship. 
F~equently the people involved in these ma~~iages have 
lowe~ed self-esteem and have not individuated f~om thel~ 
family of o~igin. Often these marriages function on what 
the the children provide to the family <Framo, 1965>. It 
has been suggested that opportunities for intimacy are 
necessary for optimal family functioning <Bray et al., 1984; 
Hovestadt et al., 1985; Lewis, Beavers, Gossett & Phillips, 
1976>. Despite the persistence of the myth that each person 
is an autonomous individual who controls her/his own 
destiny, there is increasing evidence that, 11 man is not as 
separate from her/his family, from those about her/him, and 
from her/his multigenerational past as she/he has fancied 
her/himself to be 11 <Bowen, 1975, p. 369). Validation of 
self by a reference group, particularly the family, is vital 
to all family members and is especially important for 
children who are in the process of forming identities, 
self-images they will carry forward into adult lives as they 
form other families <Goldenberg &Goldenberg, 1980>. 
Furthermore, a sense of autonomy adds to a more positive 
sense of self <Fasick, 1984>. Both the development of 
autonomous and intimate relationships come from being a part 
J 
of healthier famllles since these character"lstics signify (J.f:,~,) 
health <Hovestadt, 1983). Furthermore, Offer and Sabshin 
<1974> suggest that intimacy occurs in young adulthood 
<early twenties). This implies that there ls much 
lmpor"tance placed on chronological age, and what ls to be 
accomplished prior to certain ages/stages in a person/s 
life. 
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Based on the information that has been offered to date, 
there is a shortage of empirical studies on the effects the 
family of origin on spousal relationships, and comparisons 
between the Family-of-Origin Scale <FOS) and the Personal 
Authority in the Family System Questionnaire <PAFS-Q). This 
study provided this type of information, as well as 
information relevant to married couple~ concerning their own 
perception of their family of origin and characteristics of 
their relation~hip with a spouse. In addition, this study 
examined the issues surrounding people that perceived their 
relationships in their family of origin as intimate and 
autonomous, and the degree to which they experience fusion 
in their relationship with a spouse. Thi~ type of 
information was derived from the correlations between some 
of the scales on the FOS and the PAFS-Q. Furthermore, this 
type of information may assist a couple that is seeking 
marital therapy. It could bring their attention to 
secondary issues surrounding the maJor reasons that brought 
the couple initially into therapy. 
Research Hypotheses 
Based on the findings discussed previously and on the 
research questions, the following hypotheses are formulated 
with an alpha level of .05: 
General hypothesis 1 - Ho Age, levels of intimacy, 
and autonomy in the family of origin are significant 
predictors of spousal fusion in married individuals. 
The following hypotheses are derived from hypothesis 
number one: 
Ho 1: There is a significant relationship between 
spousal fusion and age. 
Ho 2: There is a significant relationship between 
spousal fusion and intimacy in the family of origin. 
Ho 3: There is a significant relationship between 
spousal fusion and autonomy in the family of origin. 
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General Hypothsis 2 - Ho: Based on the findings 
discussed previously and on the research questions, the 
Autonomy and Intimacy scales from the Family-of-Origin 
Scale are significantly correlated with the Spousal 
Fusion/Individuation and Intergenerational Intimacy 
scales from the Personal Authority in the Family System 
Questionnaire. 
Limitations 
The following are limitations in this study: 
1) The subJects participating ln this study were members of 
one of three churches in a community, which may limit the 
generalizability of the results. 
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2) The questionnaire approach distances the researcher from 
the sample, somewhat limiting the researcher~s knowledge of 
the participants. 
Organization of the Study 
Chapter I included an introduction to the problem, the 
significance of the study, a statement of the problem, 
definition of terms, and hypotheses, and limitations of the 
study. Chapter II includes a review of related literature. 
Chapter III describes the research design and method, the 
selection and description of subJects, instrumentation, data 
collection, and analysis. Chapter IV contains the results 
of the data analysis. Chapter V includes the summary and 
discussion of the results, the conclusions, and 
recommendations for further research. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Int~oductlon 
The following ~eview will begin with a p~esentation of 
~esea~ch findings about the ~elatlonship between family of 
o~igin and the development of a pe~son~s ability to ~elate 
to othe~ individuals. Findings ~elated to age, intimacy and 
autonomy in the family of o~lgin will also be ~epo~ted. 
Cu~~ently the~e appea~s to be a lack of empl~ical ~esea~ch 
examining the significance between ma~ital ~elatlonshlps and 
the family o~ o~lgin <Stinnett & Saue~, 1977; T~avls & 
T~avis, 1975>. although some autho~s have developed 
theo~etlcal perspectives concerning these areas 
<Boszormenyl-Nagy, 1965; Bowen, 1983; Minuchin, 1981). 
Fisher & Sprenkle <1978) state that many concepts are 
overlapping and ~edundant, and that there has been little 
attempt to integ~ate them. 
Individual su~vlval ~equires g~oup membership; this is 
inherent in the human condition <Yalom, 1975). People have 
survived in all societies by belonging to social aggregates. 
13 
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In different cultures these aggregates vary ln their level 
of organization and differentiation (Mlnuchln, 1978>. 
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Family has always undergone changes that parallel society/s 
changes. Today/s American family is in a state of 
transition. It has taken over or given up the functions of 
protecting and socializing it~ members in response to the 
culture/s needs. Family functions serve two different ends. 
One is internal - the psychosocial protection of its 
members; and the other ls external - the accommodation to a 
culture and the transmls~ion of that culture (Lewis, 1979>. 
Akutagawa (1981) says that as a culture evolves, some of its 
institutions and mores undergo modification. Human 
practices and attitudes change. The family is under attack 
by different people. The feminist movement suggests that 
the family is an entrenchment of male chauvinism. The 
nuclear family is viewed as an organization that cannot help 
but produce little girls reared to be wives in the doll 
house, and little boys who will be Just as trapped in 
outmoded patterns. 
Most people consider a strong, satisfying family life 
among their most important aspirations (Blood, 1969>. 
Unfortunately, there ls little guidance concerning how to 
achieve a successful family life (Stinnett & Sauer, 1977). 
In urban industrial areas, society has intruded forcefully 
on the family, taking over many functions that were once 
considered the family/s duties (Minuchin, 1981). The old now 
live apart, in old people/s homes or in housing developments 
fo~ senlo~ citizens. The woman~s ~esponsiblllties 
conce~ning wo~k has been d~astically cu~talled by mode~n 
technology, which has changed tasks necessa~y fo~ the 
su~vlval of the family unit <F~anks & Bu~tle, 1984). 
Conditions that allow o~ ~equi~e both spouses to wo~k 
outside the family c~eate sltuatlone in which the 
ext~afamllial netwo~k may heighten and exace~bate conflict 
between the spouses. 
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In the p~esence of all these changes, modern people 
still adhere to a set of values that belong to a different 
society, one in which the boundaries between the family and 
the ext~afamllial were clearly delineated <Minuchin, 1981). 
The adherence to an outmoded model leads to the labeling of 
many stuations that a~e clearly transitional as pathological 
and pathogenic <Mlnuchln, 1974). The touchstone fo~ family 
life is still the legendary 11 and so they were married and 
1 i ved happ i 1 y eve~ after". It is no wonde~ that any famll y 
falls sho~t of this ideal. The state of the wo~ld is in 
t~ansition, and the family must accommodate to it or change 
with it. Only the family, society~s smallest unit, can 
change and yet maintain enough continuity to ~ea~ children 
who will not be 11 strange~s in a st~ange land, 11 who will be 
~ooted fl~mly enough to g~ow and to adapt. 
In all cultu~es, the family imp~ints its members with 
selfhood <Lewis, 1979). In the ea~ly p~ocess of 
socialization, families mold and prog~am the child~s 
behavior and sense of identity. The sense of belonging 
comes with an accommodation on the child1 s part to the 
family groups and with her/his assumption of transactional 
patte~ns in the family st~uctu~e that a~e consistent 
th~oughout di ffe~ent · 1 i fe events. 
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A family is far mo~e than a collection of individuals 
occupying a specific phyeicaJ and psychological space 
togethe~ <Bloch, 1976). Rathe~. it is a natu~al social 
system, with p~opertles a11 its own, one that has evolved a 
set of ~ules, roles, a powe~ st~uctu~e. fo~ms of 
communication, and ways of negotiation and p~oblem solving 
that allow va~ious tasks to be pe~fo~med effectively 
<Fasick, 1984>. It is believed that eve~y human being~s 
sense of identity is Ja~gely dependent on the validation of 
self by a ~eference g~oup, pa~tlcularly the family o~ family 
substitute <Mlnuchln, Rosman, & Bake~. 1978; Minuchin, 
1981). Validation f~om the family is especially impo~tant 
fo~ child~en who are in the p~ocess of fo~ming identities, 
self-images they will ca~~Y forwa~d into adult lives as they 
fo~m othe~ families. The family~s ability to function has 
t~emendous implications on how individuals develop and 
function fo~ the ~est of thei~ lives (Goldenbe~g & 
Goldenbe~g. 1980). When a pa~ent 1 s behavio~ is inte~p~eted 
as ~ejection, dese~tlon o~ pe~secutlon, the child handles 
the f~ust~ation by inte~nalizating aspects of the 
loved-hated pa~ents <F~amo, 1976). The child ~elates to the 
~est of the world (including, in time, to spouses) in a 
slmila~ fashion. The ~elationship p~oblems that adults have 
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with their spouses and children are seen to be 
reconstructions and elaborations of earlier conflict 
paradigms from the family of origin. The chlld~s family 
transactional patterns form the matrix within which the 
psychological growth of members takes place <Minuchin, 
1974>. In other words, every member~s identity is influenced 
by he sense of belonging to a specific family <Minuchin, 
1974>. Nancy Coleman is a Coleman, and throughout her life 
she will be the daughter of Jeanne and Harry. This is an 
important factor in her existence. That Jeanne is the 
mother of Nancy is an important factor in Nancy~s life. 
Wright <1985> states that there is something comforting in 
the physical reality of transmitted genes, family names, 
beliefs, values and cultures carrying on through another 
individual. Each person experiences both a sense of 
belonging and a sense of being separate in families. 
There has been much attention paid to what have been 
called fused or enmeshed relationships and to related 
processes of differentiation/individuation/autonomy <Karpel, 
1976>. Stierlin <1979) clarifies the issue of fusion as a 
struggle to balance separateness and togetherness. For a 
woman, the fusion of identities and the struggle in which 
she engages to break those bonds foretells the future of her 
adult emotional relationships <Rubin, 1983>. Chodorow 
<1978> states, 11 the basic feminine sense of self is 
connected to others in the world 11 and "the basic masculine 
sense of self is separate". Maintaining her own 
separateness ln a relationship is one that a woman works on 
constantly. The struggle with fusion due to child 
development as a female or male is in addition to the 
problems that develop in families due to unclear boundaries 
between the parents and children. Minuchin (1974) says when 
families are low on adaptability, they are characterized as 
rigid. This would could occur in a fused family that does 
not allow much flexibility in the system. 
Every family is a system unto itself with several 
subsystems. Each person belongs to different subsystems in 
which there are different levels of power <DeMan, 1982). 
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The clarity of boundaries <Mlnuchin, 1974) within a family 
is a useful paramenter for the evaluation of family 
functioning. Clear boundaries suggest an optimally 
functioning family <intimate and autonomous>, while weak and 
poorly differentiated boundaries suggest enmeshment 
<Goldenberg & Goldenberg, 1980>. Bowen <1971> describes 
enmeshment as an undifferentiated family ego mass. He 
further states that lt is the conglomerate emotional oneness 
that exists in all levels of intensity. The emotional 
closeness can be so intense that family members know each 
other~s feelings, thoughts, fantasies and dreams. The 
boundaries of a subsystem are the rules defining who 
participates, how they participate, and who protects the 
differentiation of the system CMinuchln, 1975>. Fogarty 
<1976) states that as people move closer to one another, the 
level of emotionality between them rises, and so does the 
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level of expectation. Furthermore, each person finds it 
difficult to remain close, and at the same time maintain a 
space between her/himself and others, so people tend to fuse 
or blend into each other. The force behind fusion is the 
desperate hope of filling one/s emptiness by uniting with or 
taking something from the other. Emptiness <being without or 
alone> expects to be filled by emptiness <Fogarty, 1976>. 
Over the lifetime of the relationship, the identity of each 
person is blurred <Karpel, 1976). Individuals speak for one 
another, make decisions for each other and the boundaries of 
both people overlap. Confusion arises about what one should 
get from her/himself, and what from others, with loss of 
identification and differentiation <Fogarty, 1976>. The 
reaction to fusion is distance; the twosome <fusion and 
disengagement/distance> ping-pong back and forth between 
fusion and distance. Often, one becomes the pursuer, trying 
to fill her/his emptiness from the other, and the other 
person will distance, moving her/his personal dimension away 
from the pursuer and toward work or a girl/boyfriend 
<Minuchin, 1974>. It is apparent that many individuals 
struggle with the fusion/intimacy dilemma from many 
different standpoints throughout their lifetime. 
Most families have enmeshed and disengaged subsystems 
at some point in time <Minuchin, 1981>. The symbiotic 
relationship between a mother and child is an example of a 
fragment of one of the most intense versions of enmeshment 
<Bowen, 1965). Minuchin <1981> refers to an enmeshed 
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relationship as each family member having a sense of 
"we-ness" and an absence of an "1-ness". Each family member 
ls involved at a different level. The basic notion to be 
conveyed is that of an emotional process that shifts about 
within the nuclear family <father, mother and children> ego 
mass in definite patterns of emotional responsiveness 
<Bowen, 1971>. Furthermore, the degree to which any one 
family member may be involved depends on her basic level of 
involvement in the family ego mass. In periods of stress 
there ls likely to be more involvement, and when there is 
calmness this type of involvement may be relegated to a 
small section of the family, such as a symbiotic 
relationship between a mother and her daughter <Bowen, 
1965). 
Seousa 1 Fusion 
Research related to fused marital relationships appears 
to show that the family of origin has a maJor impact on the 
person~s ability to form a relationship with a spouse 
<Goldenberg & Goldenberg, 1980). Karpel <1976) states that 
when fusion ls applied to adult couples, it refers to two 
minimally individuated persons forming a close intimate 
relationships. The defining characteristic of the 
relationship ls the high degree of identification that 
exists between partners. 
Akutagawa <1981) states that we choose partners whom we 
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can hold at arm~s length, as well as those that are 
frequently complementary. Dependent partners select 
partners that are dominant. Virginia Satir (1983) 
elaborates and says that spouses~ devaluing of one another 
in front of the child results in lowered self-esteem for the 
child, lf she/he identifies or disidentifies with the 
devalued parent. In turn, lowered self-esteem leads to 
anxious attachment and to later failures to separate from 
family of origin. It has also been stated that we select 
mates that are at the same individuation level from their 
family of origin <Satir, 1983). Furthermore, lowered 
self-esteem leads to mate selection based on limited 
information, covert needs to be parented by the spouse, and 
inadequate self-disclosure during courtship <Satir, 1983). 
In some poorly differentiated families, the marriage exists 
largely on the basis of what the children provide <Framo, 
1965>. Boszormenyi-Nagy <1983> says that the loyalty of a 
child may be misused by parents to 11 make up for 11 what they 
did not receive from their own parents. In low self-esteem 
couples, individuality (differentness> is submerged, and 
open disagreement is avoided, so that marital conflicts 
remain unresolved. In addition, in marriages where there is 
low self-esteem, love and total agreement are viewed as 
synonymous by the spouses, and there is little trust as is 
true in fused families <Bowen, 1983; Satir, 1983>. 
Fogarty (1974> has used the metaphor of two magnets to 
describe a couple's attempts to find an optimal distance 
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between them. He suggests the couple should feel close 
enough to feel the emotional tug without fusing. The 
metaphor is helpful in suggesting a midground between fusion 
and lack of relation. Karpel <1976> refers to a three stage 
developmental process: immature, transitional and mature. 
The immature stage rigidly eliminates one pole <we or I>, in 
the transitional stage the person experiences both a "we" 
and an "I", and in the mature stage both the "we" and the 
"P are integrated in such a way to nourish each other. 
A number of theoretical approaches pertaining to fusion 
within the family of origin have been postulated. Rubin 
<1983) states that the fusion of identities and the struggle 
a person engages in to break those bonds foretells the 
future of their adult emotional relationships. Satlr <1964) 
says that parents are the architects of the family and the 
marriage relationship is the key to all other family 
relationships. 
l.nt imacy 
Intimacy: We hunger for it, but we also fear it. We 
move toward it and then back off <approach-avoidance dance> 
<Rubin, 1983>. Intimacy ha~ also been described as "go away 
a little closer" <Rubin, 1983, p. 65). Intimacy as an 
important aspect of interpersonal relationships has been 
widely accepted <Erikson, 1950; Sullivan, 1953). In the 
broad context, an understanding of the role of intimacy has 
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been discussed as essential to the development of a science 
of interpersonal relationsips <Hinde, 1978). Rapoport 
<1974) and Glick & Kessler <1974> suggest that in order to 
develop dyadic closeness, young marrieds must first 
relinquish strong emotional ties with significant others, 
including the family of origin. A strong sense of personal 
identity is viewed as a prerequisite to the capacity for 
intimacy in the development theory of Erikson <1964). 
Describing the adolescent process of developing and 
solidifying a mature identity, Erikson noted that this 
developmental task involves 11 falling in Ioven as 11 an attempt 
to arrive at a definition of one/s identity by proJecting 
one's diffused ego image on another and by seeing it thus 
ref I ected and gradua 11 y c I ar if i ed 11 • 
Many authors have supported the theory that women want 
intimacy and men do not. Chodorow <1978> says that the 
basic feminine self is connected to <others in) the world 
and that the basic masculine sense of self is separate. 
Therefore women remain more preoccupied with relational 
issues and give themselves more easily to emotional 
relationships and men tend to tend ~o be startled by these 
emotions. A woman's boundaries can easily be breached, 
making it difficult for her to maintain herself as a 
separate person in the context of an intimate relationship 
<Rubin, 1983). Men have difficulties with the issue of 
unity. The problem in their emotional relationships is 
allowing another to penetrate the boundaries sufficiently to 
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establish the unity that ls necessary for a deep and 
sustained intimacy with another person <Rubin, 1983). As 
children, boys learn that connecting words with feelings is 
difficult and frightening. It threatens to provoke conflict 
or vulnerability <Halpern, 1976>. Parents frequently model 
that it ls okay for women to expre5s emotion, and for men to 
express logic. Furthermore, boys are trained to camouflage 
their feelings under cover of an exterior of calm, strength 
and rationality. Fears are not manly and fantasies are not 
rational. Above all, emotions are not for the strong, the 
sane, the adult <Rubin, 1983>. In summary, women have a 
difficult time maintaining the boundaries, while men have a 
rough time allowing a person to cross through the 
boundaries. 
Intimacy is identified as a critical interpersonal 
variable in describing marital relationships <Berman & Lief, 
1975). A person/s role model for intimacy exists in their 
family of origin <Goldenberg & Goldenberg, 1980). The term 
describes a quality of relationship between two or more 
people. Lewis <1979) says that it describes those moments 
when there has occurred a disclosure of deep and private 
feelings and thoughts. People can communicate at different 
levels at different times. The most superficial level is the 
most common. At a more personal level, everyday feelings 
are expressed, such as sadness, Joy, disappointment, 
Jealousy, fear, excitement, and anger. as well as others. 
There is, for many, a sense of exposure or vulnerability 
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ass()_~l~:tJ!~d with th ls 1 eve 1 <Rubin, 1983>. Sat i r ( 1964> says r--·-------·-----·· . - -· . ··-
that communication skill or the lack of It has been 
considered a primary discriminator between health and 
pathology ln couples. Communication is achieved not only 
within the family, but also with a circle of close friends. 
Most people enter adulthood with at least a beginning 
capacity for intimacy, but it may indeed develop <Hall & 
Lindzey, 1978>. Young adults are capable of committing 
themselves to a Joint relationship ln which their mode of 
life is mutually shared with an intimate partner. Erikson 
(1964> states, "Love then, is mutuality of devotion forever 
subduing the antagon i ems inherent in divided function. 11 
Although one~s individual identity is maintained in a joint 
intimacy relationship, one~s ego strength is dependent upon 
the mutual partner who is prepared to share in the rearing 
of children, the productivity, and the ideology of their 
relationship. 
Autonomv 
Autonomy is seen as a healthy characteristic that 
develops in individuals when there is emphasis placed on 
clarity of expression, personal responsibility, respect for 
family members, and openness with others <Hovestadt et al., 
1985). As the child and the family grow together, the 
accommodation of the family to the chlld~s needs delimits 
areas of autonomy that she/he experiences as separateness 
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<Mlnuchln, 1974). Autonomy vs. Shame and Doubt ls the 
second stage in Erlkson/s theory of development. It occurs 
around the age of 2 or 3 years old. Erikson (1964) says a 
sense of autonomy and self-control is engendered if parents 
guide their children/s behavior gradually and firmly. When 
this is predominantly the treatment, children experience an 
increased sense of pride in their accomplishments and good 
feelings toward others <De Man, 1982). The child should be 
encouraged to experience situations that require the 
autonomy of free choice, promoting freedom of 
self-expression and lovingness (Hall & Lindzey, 1978). It 
is assumed that an attachment tie, leading to the formation 
of dependence upon the mother, will develop if properly 
supported during certain critical periods during early 
childhood (Cohler, 1983). In Mahler/s (1968) earlier 
studies she found that symbiotic psychosis, among children 
who seemed unable to separate from their mothers and to have 
merged with them, leads to psychological fusion of mother 
and child. Furthermore, Mahler (1968) found that ln a 
number of stages across the first three years of life there 
is a resolution of fusion which results in the more or less 
successful development of psychological autonomy. Olson, 
Sprenkle & Russell (1979) describe fusion as an 
overidentiflcation with the family that results in extreme 
bonding and limited individual autonomy. 
The normal mother-child fusion is interrupted by the 
toddler/s increased mobility, which leads to the realization 
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that mother and child are indeed not a single entity 
<Cohler, 1983). Fairbairn <1952) and Guntrip (1961) 
similarly portray a developmental line from infantile to 
mature dependence, with increasing psychic autonomy from the 
caretaker, leading to stable ego-identifications and 
psychological independence. Freud/s <1965> discussion of the 
developmental line of dependency to emotional self-reliance 
also assumes increased obJect constancy and psychic autonomy 
across early childhood. 
Kahlil Gibran speaks about an autonomous marriage in 
the following manner: 
Sing and dance together and be Joyous, but Jet each one 
of you be alone. Even as the strings of a lute are 
alone though they quiver with the same music. And 
stand together yet not too near together; For the 
pillars of the temple stand apart, And the oak tree and 
the cypress grow not in each other/s shadow. But let 
there be spaces in your togetherness. And let the 
winds of the heavens dance between you <19p. 20>. 
Blanck and Blanck <1968> have viewed marriage/intimacy 
as a developmental phase of adult life. Erikson <1968) 
views life in a developmental format with intimacy beginning 
to form between the ages.of 20 and 24 years of age (young 
adu 1 thood > . 
Wll llamson <1982> says that during the fourth decade of 
life it is important to terminate the hierarchical boundary 
between the adult persons and their older parents. 
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Speclflcally he states that 11 lt is a radical renegotiation 
of the power structures ln the relationships between the two 
generations, and in the interactional political patterns 
which ensue from these 11 <Williamson, 1981, p. 441>. By 
terminating this power structure, it allows an individual to 
form more intimate relationships with their spouse/nuclear 
famll y. 
Akutagawa (1981) states that young people choose a 
person for a marital partner who will not be too emotionally 
intimate because identity boundaries are so delicate, and 
that with maturity the boundaries are firmer so that greater 
tolerance for intimacy exists. Furthermore, ae euch 
tolerance increases, so does the need for more intimacy. 
Several authors <Sheehy, 1974; Gould, 1972; Erikson, 
1968) state that specific issues in identity development 
come to the fore throughout the adult life span. These 
issues entail introspection, working through, and 
resolution. Offer and Sabshin <1974) suggest that in early 
adulthood, accomplishments on certain intellectual or 
educational tasks <e.g., finishing hlgh school> and the 
attainment of certain psychological capacities <e.g., 
identity, intimacy) have taken place. 
Summary 
The related literature section presented an overview of 
theories related to the family of origin and its influence 
on spousal relationships. The development of intimate and 
autonomous relationships comes from Jiving in a healthier 
family of origin. Furthermore, importance is placed on 
chronological age with the development of intimacy. 
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Families mold a chlld/s behavior and sense of self. The 
family/s ability to function has a tremendous impact on how 
an 1 ndi vi dua I deve 1 ops and functions in re Ia t l onsh 1 ps 
throughout their life. This information appears to support 





This chapter consists of a presentation and description 
'· of the methods and procedur"es that were utilized in this 
investigation. The selection of subjects for the study is 
detailed along with a demographic description of the sample. 
Instruments used in the study are described as well. The 
procedures for data collection and analysis are also 
discussed. 
Subject Selection 
Ninety subjects were involved in this study and 
represented a sample of members from three churches in a 
midwestern college town with a population of approximately 
50,000 people. It is felt that a sample such as this would 
consist of a diverse group of people including a range in 
age, professions, gender, and socioeconomic background. The 
sample consisted of married females and males who live 
together in a heterosexual relationship. Furthermore, the 
subJects <based on general characteristics) were primarily 
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from middle class socioeconomic backgrounds and were 
involved in a variety of professions including: business, 
religion, education homemaking, counseling/therapy, student, 
government, library sciences, medical or retired. The 
subjects were volunteers who agreed to participate in this 
study. As seen in Table 1, forty subjects were taken from 
Church 1, a Catholic church with 500 members. Thirty 
subjects were taken from Church 2, a Methodist church with 
3913 members. Twenty subjects were taken from Church 3, a 
Unitarian church with 85 members. The researcher recognizes 
the sampling bias since subjects were solicited strictly 
from a group of volunteers from three churches, and 
therefore the results can only be generalized to other 
populations similar to these. 
Of the ninety persons who served as subJects for this 
study, 23 were female and 17 were male from Church 1, 13 
were female and 17 were male from Church 2, and 9 were 
female and 11 were male from Church 3. There were a total of 
45 female and 45 male subJects in the study. 
Twenty-two of the subjects for this study were between 
the ages of 18 and 29, with a median age of 25. 
Forty-three subJects were between 30 and 45, 17 were between 
the ages of 46 and 60 with median ages of 37 and 49 
respectively. Finally, there were 8 subJects between the 
ages of 61 and 79 with a median age of 65. A copy of the 
demographic data questionnaire can be found in Appendix C. 
In this investigation there were 4498 in the whole 
population, 115 in the research population and 90 in the 
Table 1 
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sample which exceeds the recommended case to variable ratio. 
Listed in Table 2 are the educational levels of the subJects 
that include: 19 with a high school degree, 25 with some 
college experience, 21 with a bachelors degree, 18 with a 
masters degree, and 7 with a medical doctor, doctor of laws, 
or other doctoral degree. In Figure I, information 
pertaining to occupation is presented as follows: 1 = 
Religious, 24 =Business <including secretarial, clerical 
and administration), 14 = Education, 7 =Homemaker, 5 = 
Counselor/Therapist, 7 = Unemployed or Retired, 12 = 
Student, 11 = Government, 2 = Library Science and 6 = 
Medical or Law. 
Another important characteristic of the subjects in 
this investigation was that 76.7% <n = 69) were married 
once, 18.9% <n = 17) were married twice, 3.3% <n = 3> were 
married three times and 1.1% <n = 1) was married four times. 
Lastly, the greatest number of the subjects within one 
category live within 100 miles of their parents. As seen in 
Table 3, 35 live within 100 miles of their parent"s home, 23 
from 101 to 400 miles, 8 from 401 to 800 miles, 4 from 801 
to 1100 miles, 4 greater than 1100 miles and 16 did not 
answer or felt that the question did not apply to them. 
Instrumentation 
Two instruments were used to measure the variables of 
interest. The Personal Authority in the Family System 
Questionnaire <PAFS-Q) was used to measure Spousal Fusion 
Table 2 
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and Intergenerational Intimacy (Bray et al., 1984>. The 
Family-of-Origin Scale <FOS) <Hovestadt, Anderson, Piercy & 
Fine, 1983> was used to measure self perceived levels of 
health in one;s family of origin, more specifically intimacy 
and autonomy <see appendix D for a copy of the FOS). The 
author of the PAFS-Q requested that a copy of the instrument 
not be included in this document. For further information 
it is suggested that the author should be contacted. 
Eersonal Authority in the Family System 
Questionnaire 
The Personal Authority in the Family System 
Questionnaire <PAFS-Q) was designed by Bray, Williamson and 
Malone <1984) to assess important relationships in the 
three-generational family system. Furthermore, it was 
developed to measure intergeneratlonal family relationships 
as perceived by the individual <Bray et al., 1984). The 
PAFS-Q has eight nonoverlapping subscales, which are: 
Spousal Intimacy <SPINT>, Spousal Fusion/Individuation 
<SPFUS>, Nuclear Family Triangulation <NFTRI>, 
Intergenerational Intimacy <ININT), 
Individuation/Intergenerational Fusion <INFUS), 
Intergenerational Triangulation <INTRI>, Intergenerational 
Intimidation <INTIM), and Personal Authority in the Family 
System <PERAUT). The Nuclear Family Triangulation scale is 
considered optional by Bray et al.<1984). There is no full 
scale score that is derived from the eight subscales. This 
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study utilized two of the eight scale, Spousal 
Fusion/Individuation and Inte~gene~ational Intimacy. 
Spousal Fusion/Individuation measu~es the deg~ee of intimacy 
and satisfaction with a mate, while Inte~gene~ational 
Intimacy assesses the deg~ee of intimacy and satisfaction 
with pa~ents <B~ay et al., 1984). The~e a~e th~ee ve~sions 
of the PAFS-Q: Ve~sion A is fo~ adults with child~en, 
Ve~sion B is fo~ adults without chlld~en, and Ve~sion C is 
fo~ college students without child~en. This study utilized 
Ve~sion B since info~mation is not needed £~om the Ve~sion A 
scale which assesses t~langulation between spouses and thei~. 
child~en. 
The Pe~sonal Autho~ity in the Family System 
Questionnai~e consists of 132 items. The questionnai~e was 
o~iginally composed of 181 items. Some of the items we~e 
~ewo~ded, ~e-scaled o~ deleted to fo~m the p~esent 
questionnai~e of 132 items <B~ay et al., 1984). Each of the 
items is w~itten in eithe~ a decla~ative o~ question mode 
and each utilizes a self-~epo~t fo~mat. Twenty items fo~m 
the Spousal Fusion/Individuation subscale while twenty-five 
items measu~e Inte~gene~ational Intimacy. A high sco~e on 
Spousal Fusion/Individuation indicates mo~e individuation o~ 
less fusion, and a high sco~e on Inte~gene~ational Intimacy 
indicates mo~e intimacy. This means that Spousal Fusion 
would co~~elate inve~sely with the othe~ scales. All of the 
items a~e ~ated on a five-point Like~t-type scale with a 
va~iety of desc~ipto~s, such as "excellent to ve~y poo~", 
"ve~y satisfied to ve~y dissatisfied", "much less to much 
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more" or "all the time to never." 
Norms. In the first and second studies by Bray et al. 
<1984), normative data were collected on two samples. In 
study I <Time I) there were 90 noncllnlcal volunteers from a 
local medical center community made up of students, staff, 
and their friends, whereas for Study II <Time II) 400 
nonclinical volunteers were selected from the same local 
area. In the first study, individuals were between the ages 
of 25 and 46; while the ages ranged from 19 to 30 in the 
second study. 
backgrounds. 
Both groups represented middle-class 
Of the 100 subjects participating in the first 
study, 52.2% were female and 47.8% were male; 76.7% white 
and 23.3% non-white; 42.4% single, 47.7% married, and 10.1% 
separated or divorced. The average length of current 
marriage= 7.4 years <Bray et al., 1984). In the second 
study of the 400 subJects participating, 50.4% were female 
and 49.6% were male; 87.8% white and 12.2% non-white; 30.9% 
single, 59.9% married, 7% separated or divorced, and 1% 
widowed; and the average length of current marriage = 15.5 
years <Bray et al ., 1984). 
Reliability. Reliability coefficients were reported 
for the two Bray et al. (1984) studies. In the first study, 
using 90 subJects. test-retest reliability coefficients were 
obtained following a two week interval and ranged from .55 
to .95 with a mean test-retest reliability coefficient of 
.74 <Bray et al., 1984). In the second study, and as part 
of a factor analysis of the instrument, reliability 
coefficients ranging from .74 to .96 <estimates of 
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Cronbach's alpha> were found for the eight scales <n = 400). 
While there were some changes made in the eight scales 
between the first and second studies, they basically 
remained very similar. Using data from the first study, the 
coefficients reflecting internal consistency outcomes on 
Time I and Time II were similar, yielding Cronbach's alpha 
coefficients ranging from .82 to .92 <mean = .90) and from 
.80 to .95 <mean = .89) respectively. 
Sl.alidity. Two groups of professionals <Group I -
students enrolled in a "Transgenerational Family Therapy" 
course, and Group II -Mental Health professionals with 
training and personal therapy experience) assessed the 
content and face validity of the PAFS-Q in order to 
determine the extent to which the items were measures of 
relevant behaviors and concepts on the eight scales. Based 
on their evaluations, some items were re-worded, moved to 
different scales, or dropped. Concurrent validity was 
examined by using the Family Adaptability and Cohesion and 
Evaluation Scales-! <FACES-I> and the Dyadic AdJustment 
Scale <DAS>. These two instruments are reported to measure 
relevant concepts in the nuclear family. Furthermore, 
relationships between the individual's reports of their 
nuclear family and family of origin were examined. Pearson 
correlation coefficients·< R > .05> between subscales of 
FACES-I, DAS and PASF questionnaire were calculated and the 
results were low. Bray et al. <1984> suggested that the 
reason for these analyses producing r = .27, < R > .05> is 
that the scales measure different phenomena. This low 
relationship Justifies the development of the PASF 
questionnaire <Williamson, 1981). The reasearch points out 
that relationships between nuclear family functioning and 
family of origin functioning are more complex and not as 
obvious as had previously been stated <Bray et al., 1984). 
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In the Bray et al. <1984> Study II, factor analysis was 
used to assess the construct validity of the scales. There 
was support for individuation and intimacy in the concept of 
personal authority in the family system in this study. 
Eamily-of-Oriqin Scale 
The Family-of-Origin Scale <FOS> was designed by 
Hovestadt, Anderson, Piercy and Fine <1983> to measure the 
degree of perceived health in the family of origin and is 
divided into two primary essential and interwoven concepts, 
intimacy and autonomy. There are a total of 10 constructs 
utilized to describe the two concepts <Lewis et al., 1976>. 
Healthy families are perceived to develop autonomy by 
emphasizing clarity of expression, personal responsibility, 
respect for other family members and openness to others in 
the family, and by dealing openly with separation and loss 
<Hovestadt et al, 1985). Those developing intimacy encourage 
the expression of a wide range of feelings, creating a warm 
atmosphere ln the home, dealing with conflicts without undue 
stress, promoting sensitivity in family members, and 
trusting in the goodness of human nature <Hovestadt et al., 
1985). 
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Initially, there were 89 items generated by students 
and faculty in a university family therapy program 
<Hovestadt et al, 1985>. Of these items, 29 were screened 
out initially and the 60 questions that were left were rated 
by six nationally recognized authorities in family therapy, 
The instrument is now composed of 40 items. Each of the 
items are written in declarative format and are rated on a 
five point Likert-type scale. An item receiving a score of 
5 is interpreted as most healthy while one receiving a score 
of 1 is interpreted as least healthy. It is possible to 
score as high as 200 points and as low as 40 points. 
Norms. Normative data were collected from 278 
undergraduate and graduate students at East Texas State 
University in 1980 <Hovestadt et al, 1985). There were 39 
Black and 239 White participants.There was no significant 
difference between the mean score for Blacks <147.0) and 
for Whites <144.1). 
Reliability. Over a two week interval, a test-retest 
reliability coefficient of r = .97 < R < .001> was obtained 
on 41 graduate psychology students completing the FOS 
<Hovestadt et al., 1985). The test-retest coeffcient for 
the 20 autonomy items ranged from .39 to .88 with and mean 
of .77 and the coefficient for intimacy ranged from .46 to 
.87 with a mean of .73 <Hovestadt et al., 1985). Cronbach/s 
alpha <1951) of .75 was reported on an independent study of 
116 undergraduates and a Standardized Item alpha of .97 was 
obtained <Wilcoxon & Hovestadt, 1983>. 
Yalidity. A group of six nationally recognized 
professionals in marital and family therapy assisted in 
determining the content validity of FOS by rating each item. 
Criterion-related validity tests showed significant 
differences <r =14.056 ~ < .05> between the FOS scores of 
subJect groups representing high-medium and high-low scores 
on the Semantic Differential Scale <Osgood, Suci & 
Tannenbaum, 1957>. Additionally, Hovestadt et al., 1983 
reported a significant difference <r =3.603 2 < .05> between 
the FOS scores of subJects representing high and low levels 
of perceived rationality, as measured by their scores on the 
Rational Behavior Inventory <Shorkey & Whiteman, 1977>. A 
construct validity measure yielded a r = .86 correlation 
coefficient between the DAS and the Locke-Wallace Marital 
AdJustment Scale <Locke & Wallace, 1976>. In addition, a 
criterion-related validity comparison between married and 
unmarried subJects was significant at the .001 level of 
statistical significance <Spanier, 1976>. 
Procedures 
Data were co 11 ected during the summer of 1986·. The 
examiner attended a meeting at each of the three churches. 
There were 115 individuals that volunteered to participate 
in this study. The participants were requested to complete 
both the Family-of-Origin Scale and the Personal Authority 
in the Family System Questionnaire. An explanation and 
directions for the self-administration of the instruments 
were written and placed at the beginning of each test 
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booklet. The participants were informed that the researcher 
was gathering data concerning perceptions of their families. 
Confidentiality was assured. The materials were distributed 
to the volunteers during meetings at their respective 
churches. A list of the participants was organized and each 
of the packets of materials was assigned a number 
corresponding to each individuaJ~s name. The subJects were 
requested to return the materials to the researcher at each 
of the churches within a one-week period of time. After 
collecting the materials at the designated meeting at each 
of the churches, the researcher was able to detect which 
packets were incomplete/missing. A follow-up telephone call 
was placed to those participants who did not return the 
materials at the appropriately scheduled meeting. A plan 
was discussed for retrieval of the packet during the 
telephone conversation. Out of the 115 packets that were 
disseminated, 90 were returned. This illustrates a 78% 
response rate of the volunteers. 
After gathering the above materials from each of the 
three churches, the scores for the PAFS-Q and FOS were 
recorded. The data were then prepared for analysis. 
Research Design 
This study was correlational in nature and used 
stepwise multiple regression analysis with the one dependent 
variable <Spousal Fusion/Individuation), and three 
independent variables <Intimacy and Autonomy in the family 
of origin and Age) to test the maJor hypotheses. The 
correlational design permits tests of relationships between 
a wide variety of variables. The regression procedure 
analyzes variables in their continuous form and no accuracy 
of measurement is lost due to a catagorization procedure. 
One maJor limitation of this design, however, is the 
interpreter/s inability to establish causal factors that 
contribute to variables found to be significantly related. 
Analyses of the Data 
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Stepwise multiple regression using the SPSS-X 
Regression subprogram <SPSS-X User/s Guide, 1983) was used 
to analyze the data in which the independent variables were 
age and intimacy and autonomy in the family of origin, and 
the dependent variable was spousal fusion. Therefore, the 
order of entry of variables depends on statistical criteria. 
At each step the variable that adds most to the prediction 
equation, in terms of increasing R , is entered. Ultimately 
the process concludes when there no longer is any useful 
information to be found from further addition of variables. 
The resulting correlation were examined. The assumptions 
that underly multiple regression, including 
multicolinearity, singularity, normality, linearity and 
homoscedasticlty of residuals were examined. In testing the 
maJor hypothesis, the significance criterion for R was set 
at alpha = .05. 
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients were 
calculated to look at the two scales from the PAFS-Q 
<Spousal Fusion/Individuation and Intergenerational 
Intimacy) and the FOS <Intimacy and Autonomy), ln order to 
determine if the scales are significantly correlated in a 
positive direction thereby suggesting that they measure the 
same concepts. The significance criterion was set at alpha 
= .05 for the second general hypothesis. 
Summary 
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Subjects for this study were 45 female and 45 male 
members from three churches in a midwestern college town. 
Procedures for the administration of the instruments and the 
collection of the data were discussed. The instruments 
utilized in the study were the Pe~sonal Authority in the 
Family System Questionnaire and the Family-of-Origin Scale. 
The statistical procedure used to analyze the data was 
described. Details of the findings are presented in Chapter 
IV. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Introduction 
Presented in this chapter are the findings of the 
present investigation. This study was designed to identify 
age, levels of intimacy and autonomy in the family of origin 
as predictors of spousal fusion in married individuals. A 
sample of 90 subJects provided the data necessary to test 
the two maJor hypotheses and the three secondary hypotheses. 
Multiple regression analysis <stepwise> was used to assess 
the relationship between one dependent variable <spousal 
fusion> and three independent variables <age, and levels of 
intimacy and autonomy in the family of origin). The means 
and standard deviations of the variables are listed in Table 
4. Pearson product-moment correlations <Pearson r> were 
calculated to measure the relationship between two scales 
from the Personal Authority in the Family System 
Questionnaire <Intergenerational Intimacy and Spousal 
Fusion> and two scales from the Family-of-Origin Scale 
<Intimacy and Autonomy>. 
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Table 4 


















First General Hypothesis 
The first research hypothesis for this study was as 
fol 1 ows: 
Age, levels of intimacy, and autonomy in the family of 
origin are significant predictors of spousal fusion in 
married individuals. 
In the first general hypothesis, a stepwise multiple 
regression was used to determine which of the variables 
<age, levels of autonomy and intimacy in the family of 
origin> contributed to the prediction of spousal fusion. 
The assumptions (normality, linearity and homoscedasticity 
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of residuals) of multiple regression were evaluated through 
the use of the SPSS-X RegLesslon subprogLam <SPSS-X UseL 1 S 
Guide, 1983). It indicated that no transfoLmations of 
variables or deletions of outliers was necessaLy. Presented 
in Table 5 aLe the Lesults of the stepwise LegLession 
analysis that indicates that of the thLee vaLiables, age, 
levels of autonomy and intimacy in the family of OLigln, 
intimacy was the one that contLibuted significantly ( e < 
.05) to the prediction of spousal fusion. Therefore, 12% of 
the variance in the measuring of spousal fusion can be 
attributed to vaLiance in SCOLes that Leflect intimacy. This 
result supports the fiLst maJor hypothesis to the extent 
that at least one variable was found to be a significant 
predictor of spousal fusion. PLesented in Table 6 is the 
lntercorLelational matrix for the variables in the 
investigation. 
Table 5 
S~epwise Regression Results for the 
E.cediction of Spousal Fusion 




* R < .05 
Beta 
.2477 
R R2 R2 Change 
.35 .12 .12 




It was hypothesized that levels of intimacy and 
autonomy in the family of origin and age would significanily 
correlate with spousal fusion. The following hypotheses 
were tested: 
1. It was hypothesized that there would be a 
significant relationship between spousal fusion and age. 
Results of the stepwise regression analysis showed that 
there is no significance in the relationship between age and 
spousal fusion. 
2. Secondly, it was hypothesized that there would be a 
significant relationship between spousal fusion and level of 
Table 6 
Co~~elation Matrix of Variables 




















AUTFOS- Autonomy from the Family-of-Origin Scale 
INTFOS- Intimacy from the Family-of-Origin Scale 
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autonomy in the familY of origin. The results of the 
regression analysis depict no significance in the 
relationship between the level of autonomy ln the family of 
origin and spousal fusion. 
3. The third and final part of the hypothesis stated 
that there would be a significant relationship between 
spousal fusion and level of intimacy in the family of 
origin. Level of intimacy in the family of origin was found 
to significant predictor of spousal fusion. 
Second General Hypothesis 
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The second general hypothesis stated that the autonomy 
and intimacy scales from the Family-of-Origin Scale are 
significanly correlated with the spousal fusion and 
intergenerational intimacy scales from the Personal 
Authority in the Family System Questionnaire. Pearson 
product-moment correlations were calculated between these 
scales. The means and standard deviations are listed for 
each of the scales in Table 7. Presented in Table 8 are the 
Pearson product-moment correlations for spousal fusion, 
intergenerational intimacy, autonomy and intimacy. All 
correlations were highly significant with the exception of 
intergenerational intimacy with spousal fusion. With 88 
degrees of freedom at the .05 level of significance, a 
critical value of .175 was needed for significance. 
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Table 7 
~eans and Standard Deviations of 
Eour Scales from Instruments 
<N = 90) 
Scale Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Spousal Fusion <PAFS-Q) 67.31 9.61 
Intergenerational 
Intimacy (PAFS-Q) 95.56 15.47 
Autonomy (FOS> 68.03 13.11 
Intimacy (FOS> 71.06 13.50 
Table 8 
Correlation Matrix Between Scales 
Erom Instruments 
SPFUS II 




SPFUS - Spousal Fusion 
II - Intergenerational Intimacy 
AUT - Autonomy 
INT - Intimacy 








Stepwise multiple regression was utilized to analyze 
the data to determine whether age or levels of autonomy and 
intimacy within the family of origin were predictors of 
spousal fusion among married individuals. The results 
provided statistical evidence ( ~ < .05) that intimacy is a 
significant predictor of spousal fusion and is responsible 
for 12% of the variance supporting the first general 
hypothesis of this investigation. 
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Pearson product-moment correlations were computed 
between spousal fusion and intergenerational intimacy from 
the Personal Authority in the Family System Questionnaire 
and autonomy and intimacy from the Family-of-Origin Scale. 
Statistical significance at the .05 level was found between 
all of the correlations with the exception of the 
correlation between spousal fusion and intergeneratlonal 
intimacy <r = .07; ~ > .05). These significant correlations 
support the second general hypothesis. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summar-y 
The pur-pose of this study was to examine the 
r-elationship between spousal fusion and age and levels of 
autonomy and intimacy within the family of or-igin. 
Corr-elational analyses between two scales fr-om the Per-sonal 
Author-ity in the Family System Questionnair-e <Spousal Fusion 
and Inter-gener-ational Intimacy) and two scales fr-om the 
Family-of-Or-igin Scale <Autonomy and Intimacy) wer-e 
per-for-med. 
Ther-e wer-e 90 mar-r-ied individuals that volunteer-ed to 
par-ticipate in this investigation, of which 45 wer-e female 
and 45 wer-e male. In the sample, 40 of the subjects wer-e 
fr-om a Catholic Chur-ch. 30 fr-om a Methodist Chur-ch and 20 
wer-e fr-om a Unitar-ian Chur-ch. Each of the volunteer-s 
completed two instr-uments and a demogr-aphic questionnair-e. 
The data that wer-e analyzed for- this study wer-e der-ived 
fr-om the scor-es fr-om two scales fr-om the Per-sonal Author-ity 
56 
57 
in the Family System Questionnnarie (PAFS-0>. and two scales 
f~om the Family-of-O~igin Scale <FOS). In addition, data 
f~om a demog~aphlc questionnal~e we~e utilized in the 
analyses. 
It was hypothesized in this study that the~e would be 
significant ~elationshlps between spousal fusion, and age 
and levels of autonomy and intimacy in the family of origin. 
Stepwise multiple ~egression analysis of the data was used 
to dete~mine whether significant ~elationships existed among 
the variables. A significant ~elatlonshlp was found between 
spousal fusion and level of intimacy within the family of 
origin. Age and level of autonomy within the family of 
o~igin we~e not found to be ~elated significantly to spousal 
fusion. The~efore, the hypothesis as a whole was not 
supported. Howeve~, intimacy was found to be significantly 
~elated to spousal fusion. Thus, one aspect of the fi~st 
gene~al hypothesis was supported, suggesting that the level 
of intimacy within the family of origin can aid in the 
p~ediction of the level of spousal fusion among ma~~ied 
individuals. 
It was fu~the~ hypothesized in a second gene~al 
hypothesis that the spousal fusion and lntergenerational 
intimacy scales from the Personal Authority in the Family 
System Questionnaire and autonomy and intimacy scales from 
the Family-of-Origin Scale would be significantly 
correlated. Pearson p~oduct-moment cor~elations were 
calculated between the four scales. All co~~elations we~e 
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highly significant with the exception of spousal fusion with 
inteLgeneLational intimacy. This outcome suppoLts the 
second geneLal hypothesis of this study. 
Discussion 
Review of the demogLaphic data that was pLovided by the 
subjects Levealed seveLal diffeLent insights. TheLe appeaLs 
to be no diffeLence in the data fLom the thLee chuLches that 
aLe LepLesented ln the sample. The sample gLoup consists of 
veLy highly educated individuals, with 51% of the population 
having a bacheloLs, masteLs OL doctoLal level degLee and an 
additional 25% with some college expeLience, totalling 76% 
of the population. This might be attLibuted to the 
UniveLsity located in the town wheLe the data weLe 
collected. FuLtheLmOLe, a total of 78% of the volunteeLs 
completed the instLuments foL this study. This too may be 
due to an educational setting that may involve these 
subJects diLectly OL lndiLectly. AppLoxlmately 29% of the 
paLticipants weLe involved in some capacity in education at 
eitheL the student OL teaching level. Lastly, 76% of the 
subjects weLe pLesently maLLied foL the flLst time. This is 
a high peLcentage and may be accounted foL by the higheL 
level of education among the individuals. Today/s dlvoLce 
Late is appLoxlmately 50%, which is much higheL than what 
was LepLesented in this sample, since only 23% had been 
maLLied moLe than once. 
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Although the results of this study do not fully support 
the first general hypothesis, significance was found between 
intimacy within the family of origin and spousal fusion as 
stated in the first secondary hypothesis. Therefore, those 
individuals from family of origins that were considered 
intimate are less likely to develop relationships with 
spouses that are fused. It is important to emphasize that 
higher scores on the Spousal F~sion/Individuation scale 
indicates greater individuation. Lewis <1979) states that 
patterns of interaction are developed and they tend to 
persist throughout the life cycle in the family. Therefore, 
those patterns that have been modeled for children wll I most 
likely continue for them in future relationships. Fused 
families have a strong sense of "we-ness" with unclear 
boundaries <Minuchin, 1979), while intimate families have 
clear boundaries with a sense of "!-ness" along with an 
ingroup sense of "we" <Goldenberg & Goldenberg, 1980>. 
This study would support Lewis <1979>, who says that 
adults should be aware of the importance in their role as a 
model for their children. Furthermore, children observe 
their parent/s interactions with each other, family members 
and friends, and these exchanges influence the development 
of children and their interactions and relationships with 
others. What children see modeled for them will most likely 
be reproduced in their own lives, such as the perception of 
parent's level of intimacy <Waring, 1984) or fusion. In 
adulthood a reconstruction of earlier paradigms from the 
60 
family of o~igin appea~ in ma~ltal ~elationshlps. Yet, in 
o~de~ to achieve an intimate ~elationship with a spouse, one 
must diffe~entiate f~om thei~ family of o~lgin <Glick & 
Kessle~, 1974) o~ change the family patte~n. Williamson 
(1981) states that inte~gene~atlonal intimacy is the ability 
of a pe~son to individuate and gain pe~sonal authority in 
the1r family of o~igln, whe~eas Hovestadt et al., 1985 
describe intimacy as the ability to sha~e wa~m feelings, 
dec~ease the amount of conflict and tension and p~omote 
empathy among the individuals in a family. The latter is 
supported by the first general hypothesis. Therefore, this 
study does support the previous literature pe~taining to the 
perpetuation of family patterns. If a person at some level 
pe~celves that their family is fused, they will most likely 
reproduce that in their marital relationship. 
This study did not support that autonomy within the 
family of o~igin would significantly predict spousal fusion. 
Autonomy versus Shame and Doubt is a second stage in 
Erikson~s theory of development. Autonomy ls engendered if 
pa~ents guide thel~ child~en~s behavlo~s gradually and 
firmly <Erikson, 1964). Hal 1 and Lindzey <1978) state that 
child~en should be encouraged to experience situations that 
requi~e the autonomy of free choice, prompting freedom of 
self- exp~ession and lovingness. In a fused family the~e is 
very little autonomy since a strong sense of 11 We~ness 11 
exists. In optimally functioning families, members maintain 
their own identity and still have a sense of belonglngness 
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to their family. Hovestadt et al. <1985) state that 
autonomy develops by emphasizing clear expression of 
feelings, claiming responsibility for one/sown actions, 
maintaining respect for others, promoting openness with 
other family members and dealing openly with separation and 
loss. In this study, autonomy was not found to be a 
significant predictor of spousal fusion. This might be 
attributed to a couple of reasons. Thirty-nine percent of 
the respondents in this study live within 100 miles of their 
parents. More specifically, most of the subJects in this 
group lived between 25 to 50 miles from their parent/s home. 
Living in closer proximity may maintain the ties from 
childhood and disallow a clear transition into the 
relationship with a spouse and children. It is also noted 
that theoretically, autonomy in the family of origin should 
be inversely related to spousal fusion. In a fused family 
there ls a strong sense of 11 We-ness 11 , which is unlike a 
person who has autonomy within the family system. The 
factor, autonomy, may not have significantly predicted 
spousal fusion in this study since it was so highly 
correlated with the other variables. 
The third secondary hypothesis stated that age and 
spousal fusion would have a significant relationship. This 
was not supported in this investigation. This variable, 
like autonomy, may not be significant since it is highly 
correlated with the other two variables. Williamson <1981) 
refers to the fourth decade of life as a time that one can 
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terminate the hierarchical boundary between adult and older 
parents. Through the termination of this hierarchical 
relationship one is able to form a more intimate 
relationship with a spouse. If one does not individuate 
from their family, fusion may still exist. Erikson <1950) 
views life in a developmental format, with intimacy 
beginning to form between the ages of 20 and 24. Again, 
individuation must have occurred. The results of this 
investigation indicated that age was not found to be a 
significant predictor of spousal fusion. One might 
speculate that this occurred because the mean age was 38 and 
50% of the respondents were between the ages of 18 and 38. 
More specifically, 25% of the subJects fell into the age 
range from 18 to 30. 
Conclusion 
In summary, the first general hypothesis stated that 
there would be a significant relationship between spousal 
fusion and age and levels of autonomy and intimacy in the 
family of origin. Through the use of stepwise multi~le 
regression, a significant relationship was found between 
spousal fusion and the level of intimacy in the family of 
origin, to partially support the hypothesis. This means 
that if one experiences individuation in their family of 
origin they will most likely achieve a higher score on the 
Spousal Fusion/Individuation scale. Age and level of 
autonomy ln the family of origin were not found to be 
significant predictors of spousal fusion. 
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The second general hypothesis suggested that Spousal 
Fusion/Individuation and Intergenerational Intimacy from the 
PAFS-Q and Autonomy and Intimacy from the FOS would be 
significantly correlated. AI I scales were significantly and 
positively corre1ated, with the exception of Spousal 
Fusion/Individuation and Intergenerational Intimacy. One 
explanation of this may be that the Spousal 
Fusion/Individuation scale measures what it says- spousal 
fusion and individuation. Neither of these are the same as 
intimacy, although individuation with the family of origin 
must occur before forming an intimate relationship with a 
spouse. In addition, Bray et al. <1984) did not find 
significance between these two scales in the correlations 
that they performed. 
Recommendations 
This has been an exploratory study. The following 
recommendations are based on the results of this study which 
examined whether age and levels of autonomy and intimacy in 
the family of origin predict spousal fusion. 
1. This study is limited in the generalizability to 
those from a community of similar size located in a 
University setting. Further research that ls designed to 
investigate the relationship between the variables in this 
study should have a population that is much mo~e va~ied. 
Diffe~ences in educational level and cultu~e would be 
impo~tant to look at in the futu~e. 
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2. The use of the ~esults f~om this investigation 
could be helpful fo~ counselo~s/the~apists to assist them in 
thei~ awa~eness of the influence of the family of o~igin. 
This study along with othe~ lite~atu~e and investigations 
suppo~t the impo~tance of the influence of the family of 
o~igin ove~ spousal ~elatlonships. 
3. Those seeking ca~ee~s in ma~~iage and family 
the~apy should become awa~e of the impact the family of 
o~igin has on daughte~s and sons. This type of mate~ial and 
the use of these and simila~ inst~uments could be cove~ed in 
the class~oom setting in p~epa~ation fo~ clinical wo~k. 
4. Use of these inst~uments in the the~apeutic setting 
may cont~ibute to the t~eatment of clients. The ~esults on 
the inst~uments a~e not conclusive, but may aid in the 
the~apeutic milieu. The the~apists may gain a bette~ 
unde~standing of the dynamics of the clients in the~apy. 
5. Continued ~esea~ch measu~ing the simlla~ities and 
diffe~ences between the Family-of-O~igin Scale and the 
Pe~sonal Autho~ity in the Family System Questlonnai~e is 
suggested. 
6. In closing, this study is explo~ato~y ln natu~e and 
~equi~es ~eplication and ~efinement to suppo~t the findings. 
An investigation conducted in the same setting, a diffe~ent 
setting o~ with a la~ge~ population would help to bette~ 
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establish these findings. 
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1130 M.D. Anderson Boulevard, Houston, Texas 77030 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY AND PHILOSOPHY 
Dear Colleague, 
Thank you for your request of the Personol Authority in the Fomily 
System Questionnaire. Enclosed please find the materials that you requested. 
You are hereby granted permission to reproduce the PRFS-Q and answer 
sheet for your proposed project. You may not alter the original scales or use 
items from a single scale. Be sure to reference the 1984 article or manual in 
any articles. 
If you plan to use the PRFS-Q in your thesis or dissertation, do not put a 
copy of the instrument and how to score it in your f ina! manuscript. Indicate 
that people should contact me for copies of the instrument. 
We may contact you in the future to receive your feedback on the 
instrument. Since this is the first printing we would greatly appreciate any 
feedback you have on· the instrument and manual. 
We will keep your name on our mailing list for future updates. Thank 
you for your interest in our work. If you have any questions feel free to write 
or call me at (713) 792-7739. 
Sincerely, 
l ' ~~ ' (lh"'Q 
Sdmes H. Bray, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 
JHB.jb 
807 N. Ounc:an 
Stillwat~r, Oklahoma 74075 
May 23, 1986 
A1~n J. Hovestadt, Ed.O. 
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and Counseling Psychology 
~estern Michigan University 
Ka:~mazoc, MI 49009 
Dear Dr. Hovestadt, 
This letter is in reference to our 
May 21, 1996. 
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Presently I am a doctoral stud·nt in the Counseling 
Psychology Deoartment at Oklahoma -tate At tnis 
t:me I am wcrking on my dissertat·on. 
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utilize the Family-of-Origin Sc~·~ ~or my disser~a~1cn. In 
tne scudy I will be looking at patterns in the familv =~ 
origin and their effac:ts on spousal :"el ationships, as ~·•e-1 1 ·as 
the similari~ies in some of the scales Cwh~t they ~easur~l 
b~tween the Family-of-Origin Scale and the Personal Authcritv 
in the Family System Questionnaire. 
Thank you very muc:h for your consideration and I 
appreciate your kind assistance. I enjoyed talking with vou 
on the phone • 
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The purpose of this study is to look at family and 
spousal relationships. 
Enclosed you will find three questionnaires: The 
Personal Authority in the Family System Questionnaire 
<PAFS-Q), the Family-of-Origin Scale <FOS), and a 
demographic questionnaire. An answer sheet is provided for 
the PAFS-Q and the FOS. Please record your answers on the 
appropriate answer sheet. You may record your answers for 
the demographic questionnaire directly on the questionnaire. 
When you have completed the questionnaires please place all 
of the materials <questionnaires and answer forms> into the 
envelope. 
Please complete these forms without conferring with 
your spouse or others. I am interested in your personal 
responses. 
Let me assure you that these forms will remain 
confidential. No one besides myself will have access to 
these completed questionnaires. 
Thank you very much for volunteering to participate in 
answering these questions. I appreciate your time and 
contribution to this study. 
Cordially, 
Pat~icia A. Levy, M.A. 
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2. Age as of last birthday: 
3. Level of education 
a. High School Graduate 
b. Some college 
c. Bachelors Degree 
d. Masters Degree 
e. Doctoral Degree 
f. Other 
4. Major ln last degree 
5. Current Profession/work role 
82 
___ years 
6. How many times have you been married? 










7. Who were the primary people that raised you? 
<Mother. Father. Aunt or Grandmother. etc.) 
8. Approximate age of parents/guardian upon your birth: 
Mother years old 
Father years old 
Guardian years old 











10. If your parent/s are not living, in what year did they 










11. At what age did you move out of your parent/s house? 
years old 
12. How many sisters and brothers did you have and what are 
their ages? 
Number of Sisters: Age Deceased 
Number of Brothers: Age Deceased 
13. Do your parents currently live in your home with you? 
_ yes no 
14. If no, approximately how many miles separate you? 
84 
15. How many child~en do you have (daughte~s and sons)? 
List each of thei~ ages. 
Daughte~s Age 
Sons 
16. How many people p~esently live in you~ household? 
How a~e they ~elated to you? <Example: 1-daughte~. 








ANSWER SHEET FOR THE 
FAMILY-OF-ORIGIN SCALE 
1 • 11. 21. 31. 
2. 12. 22. 32. 
3. 13. 23. 33. 
4. 14. 24. 34. 
5. 15. 25. 35. 
6. 16. 26. 36. 
7. 17. 27. 37. 
8. 18. 28. 38. 
9. 19. 29. 39. 
10. 20. 30. 40. 
F 2 miiy-of-0:-: <Tin S calt-
Jj;rcctw;:: The fa:r.'dy nf tm~in is me- family v,q\.h whicn you spentomost or tlllof YO\!(" 
cnildhoCJci yearz:. Trn;.; BOlli~ l~d~sigfle.:i tro help you r-ec?.ll !.ow your family ofongm F.mcbond. 
Each iamil;y JS" unique aod r.as I~ C>WTJ ways of doin_g·things. Thus. thert ere no nshf:.o, 
u.:r;;ng choice' ir. ~his scah: \'.'hat i~; imponar:: 1~ tha: you respond as honestly l1f you can 
In rE'ading the followmf: !':;.,teme:-JtS. apply the:n to your family of orqnn. as you n;m!'mber 1t 
Usmg the following f<Calt. Circle th~ appropriate n;.zmber. Please respond to ead·. s~atement. 
Key. 
5 rSAi Strongly agree that it describes my family of origin. 
4\k Agree tha:. it ciescribes my family of origin. 
3 !N1 Neutral. 
2(D~ Disagree that n describes my family of origin. 
1 !SD.1 Stronglv disatrree that .it describes m~· family of ori!?in. 
SA A N D SD 
1. In my famiiy. It was normal to show both 
positive and nt>gallve feelings. 5 4 n 2 .:; 
2. The atmosphere in my family usually wa: 
unpleasant. 5 4 3 2 
3. In my family, we encouraged onE' another to 
develop new friendships.. 5 4 .:; 2 
4. Differences of opinion in my family werE 
discouraged. 5 4 3 2 
5. Peopie in my family often made excuses for 
their mistakes. 5 4 3 2 
6. My parents encoura?ed family members to 
list-en to one another. 5 4 3 2 
- Conflicts in my family never got resolved 5 4 3 2 
&. My family t.au~ht me that people were bas1cally 
good. 5 4 3 2 
9. I found lt difficult to understand what other 
family members said and how they felt. 5 4 3 2 
10. We talked about our sadnes!' when a relative or 
family friend died. 5 4 3 r, .. 
11. My parents openly admitted 1t when they were 
"'Tong. 5 4 3 2 
12. ln my family. l expressed _iust about any feeling 
I had 5 4 3 2 
13. Resolving conflicts in my family wa~ a very 
stressful experience. 5 4 3 2 
14. My family wa!' receptive to the different ways 
various famil~· member!' vieweci life. 5 4 3 2 
15 My parents encourae-ed me to express my views 
openly. " 4 3 2 .... 
16. 1 often had to gues!" at what other family 
members thought or how they felt. 5 4 3 2 
1 i. My attitudes and my feeling5 frequently were 
ignored or criticized in my family. 5 4 3 2 
18. My family memoers rarely expressed 
responsibility for their actions. 5 4 3 2 
19. In my family. I felt free to express my ov:n 
opinions 5 4 3 2 
20 We never talked about our !'!'ief when a re!?..tive 
or !ami], friend' cieci. ;:, 4 ::. 2 
88 
SA .. J\" D SD 
21. Sometimes in my family, I ciici not have to say 
anything, but I felt understood. 5 4 3 2 
22 The atmosphere in my famil~· wa;:; coici and 
negative. 5 4 ,, 2 1 
.,~ 
Mo). The members of my family were not ver;.· 
receptive to one another's views. 5 4 3 2 
24. I found it easy to understand what other family 
members said and how they felt. 5 4 3 
., .. 
25. If a famiiy friend moveci away. we never 
discussed our feelings of sadness. 5 4 3 2 
26. In my family. I learned to be suspicious of 
others. 5 4 3 
., .. 
27. In my famiiy, I ielt that I could talk things out 
and settle conflicts. 5 4 3 2 
28. I found it difficult to express my own opinions in 
my family. 5 4 3 2 
29. Mealtimes in my home usually were fnendly 
and pleasant.. 5 4 3 2 
30. In my family. no one cared about the feelings of 
other iamily members. 5 4 3 2 
31. Wf' usualiy were able to work out conflicts in my 
family. 5 4 3 2 
32. In m:l-· family. certain feelings were not allowed 
to be exoressed. 5 4 3 2 
3a. My famlly believed that people usually took 
advantage of you. 5 4 3 2 1 
34. I found it easy in my family to express what I 
thought and how I fell. 5 4 3 2 
35. My family members usually were sensitive to 
one another's feelings. 5 4 3 2 
36. When someone important to us moved away. our 
family discussed our feelings of loss. 5 4 3 2 
37. My parents discouraged us from expressing 
views different from theirs. 5 4 3 2 
38. In my family, people took responsibility for what 
they did. 5 4 3 2 
39. My family had an unwritt€n rule: Don't express 
your feelings. 5 4 3 2 
40. I remember my family as being wann and 
supportive. 5 4 3 2 
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